GUN CONTROL ACT OF 1968 


(Continued from Page 1, Column 3) 
into thinking this was only a “mail order” 
bill. 

b. P.L. 90-618 consists of the following 
three titles; Title I, “State Firearms Control 
Assistance”; Title II, “Machine Guns, De- 
structive Devices, and Certain Other Fire- 
arms”; and, Title II, “Amendments To Title 
VII Of The Omnibus Crime Control And Safe 
Streets Act of 1968.” COMMENT: Titles H 
and II are, by their nature, not considered 
germane to this analysis. Title I alone is sole- 
ly concerned with hunting and sporting fire- 
arms including, by definition, hand-guns, an- 
tiques and all ammunitions that may be legal- 
ly possessed by law-abiding citizens. Ad- 
ditionally, the title description makes it 
abundantly clear that this is another instance 
of the Federal government furnishing un- 
asked for, and perhaps unwanted, “control 
assistance” to the “State” despite the fact 
that the police power under the Constitution 
of the United States (as also under the Com- 
mon Law) resides in the States, and in the 
Sheriffs and Police Commissioners in particu- 
lar, who possess the authority called the 
POSSE COMITATUS. 

c. Sec. 101 of the law states that its pur- 
pose “igs to provide support to Federal, State 
and local law enforcement officials in their 
fight against crime and violence, and it is hot 
the purpose — to place any undue or un- 
necessary Federal restrictions or burdens on 
law-abiding citizens — or provide for the im- 
position by Federal regulations of any pro- 
cedures or requirements other than those 
reasonably necessary — .” COMMENT: 





“Never give up your firearms, boys, the 
time to have a gun is when it becomes 
illegal to own one.” TOM ANDERSON. 





Here we have what seems to be a bit of de- 
liberate chicanery. “Federal support 
against crime and violence” is the carrot, and 
“the imposition by Federal regulations — 
other than those reasonably necessary” is the 
stick, Let us first look at the nice, big, 
orange-yellow, carrot. Mandatory “Federal 
support” assumes, perhaps incorrectly, the 
inadequacy of state and local enforcement. 
However, being “something for nothing,” as 
many erroneously think, how may the few 
argue? Especially so when tied to such an un- 
arguable objective as controlling “crime and 
violence”? Now, before giving up, let us look 
at the “stick.” The imposition of ‘Federal 
regulations — other than those reasonably 
necessary.” Let us begin by asking a few 
pertinent questions, along with a few factual 
answers as we go along in an attempt to 
prove the people have been, and,are being, 
misled and that the law is in fact no more 
than a piece of legislative trickery. 


(1) What regulations are there and who 
is responsible for enforcement? ANSWER. 
Basically there are two documents that con- 
tain the regulations. They are, (a) The 6x9 
inch, 13-page PL 90-618, Title I, passed by 
the Congress and signed by the President, 
that provides 20 definitions and specifies 4 
pages of “unlawful acts”, 2 pages of “licen- 
sing,” 2 pages of “penalties” and “excep- 
tions” and 5 pages of other related data, in- 
cluding on page 13, paragraph 926., “Rules 
and Regulations — The Secretary (of the 
Treasury) may prescribe such rules and 
regulations as he deems reasonably necessary, 
to carry out the provisions of this chapter, 
etc.,” and, “The Secretary shall give reason- 
able public notice, and afford interested par- 
ties opportunity for hearing, prior to pre- 


-scribing such rules and regulations.” and, (b) 
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~ earlier mentioned 20 definitions, and 87 num- 


The 8x11 inch, 19 pages of the 14 December, 
1968, Federal Register prepared by the Sec- 
_ retary of the Treasury which contains 48 
_ definitions, mostly in agreement with the 
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SILLS 


N.J. ATTORNEY GENERAL ARTHUR SILLS, 
B’nai B'rith man of the year for 1967, architect 
of the infamous State Gun Control ‘confisca- 
tion) Law in the U.S. Sills could not wait to 
bar prayer and Bible reading from the schools 
in accordance with Supreme Court ban of 1963 
and is an arch advocate in Zionist drive for 
“One Man, One Vote.” EMANUEL CELLER. 
The 1968 Gun Control (confiscation) Law was 
introduced by Congressman Celler of N.Y. and 
Senator Dodd of Conn. Celler is a noted de- 
fender of Communist causes (45 c.f. citations). 
Blocked Public Prayer Bill, voted every year 
(save one) against continuing funds for the 
HCUA, Dodd is a Zionist stooge whose pet 
crusades are civil rights and gun control, Rabbi 
Maurice N. Eisendrath is also active in the 
drive to take your guns away. He is. a board 
member of the Marxist-oriented National Coun- 
cil for a Responsible Firearms Policy and has 
connections with other Marxist groups. 


ably necessary” in carrying his responsibility 
for enforcing the law. However, it would ap- 
pear, on the surface at least, that the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury was, and still is some- 
what remiss in his responsibility for giving, 
“reasonable public notice, and afford interest- 
ed parties opportunity for hearing prior to 
prescribing such rules and regulations.” 
Thousands of gun dealers and millions of gun 
owners, to say nothing of those with war 
trophies over the mantlepiece, have been in 
violation of the Gun Control Act of 1968 
since the 15th December, 1968, because they, 
have never considered the Federal Register 


_to be a means of “reasonable public notice,” 


have not received or obtained a copy of the 
law, and certainly have not received a copy, 
of the 14th December, 1968, Federal Regis- 
ter simply because it was not available 
until after the 21st of January, 1969. 


(2) Who is affected by the law and Treas- 
ury regulations, and how? ANSWER: Every, 
law-abiding person who buys, sells, repairs or 
owns a gun and/or ammunition is involved to 
some degree. For example; Unlawful acts; 
Para. 922, (a), (3), It shall be unlawful for 
any person, other than a licensed dealer — to 
transport into or receive in the State where 
he resides — any firearm purchased or other- 
wise obtained by such person outside that 
State — .” Penalties; Para. 924, (a) Who- 
ever violates any provision of this chapter— 
shall be fined not more than $5,000, or im- 
prisoned not more than five years, or both, 
—.” Definitions: Para. 921, (a), (1) The 
term ‘person’ and the term ‘whoever’ include 
any individual, corporation, company, asso- 
ciation, firm, partnership, society, or joint 
stock company.” There are, of course, many, 
many more examples that could be cited, in- 
cluding examples where Form 4473, Firearms 
Transaction Record has to be filled out in the 
buying or selling of any firearm, and the fill- 
ing out of an Application to Purchase Am- 
munition and/or Components which requires 
that you state how many cartridges or shells 
you wish to purchase, their caliber or gauge, 
the manufacturer, your name, your address 
and the date of your birth. This is one way 
of finding out what guns a law-abiding citizen 
possesses without forcing him to register 
them. Unfortunately, this also promotes a 
blizzard of paper work and record keeping 
that threatens to put the licensed gun dealers 
out of business. Without the gun dealer, 
the law-abiding gun owner becomes a part of 
history, except for a privileged few. 


~“~“—W“_—_—_—r SOO eee eee 
The real truth about firearms has been 





distorted to the point of being ridiculous. : 


(3) Will the regulations “provide better 
control of interstate traffic in firearms?” 
ANSWER: Undoubtedly yes. But only in-so-. 
far as today’s law-abiding public is con- 
cerned. The criminal, for whom the law 
was supposedly designed, could scarcely care 
less. Should he plan for a major crime to 
take plaĉe in an adjacent state, and for which 
the penalty is more than five years imprison- 
ment, if caught, he already knows that the 
judicial practice of “concurrent sentences” 
would make. the penalty on the gun charge 
non-existent. As for the possibility of his þe- 
ing detected carrying a gun béfore he has 
the chance to commit the planned crime, the ` 
risk is small indeed, and is accepted by the 
criminal as a normal “calculated risk,” or 
“occupational hazard.” One needs only to 
read the 8 pages of, Chapter IV, Search of 
Vehicles, published by the Department of 
Justice in their Handbook On The Law Of 
Search And Seizure, to appreciate the de- 
gree to which the hands of the local police © 
have been tied, and the freedom with which 
the criminal may operate. Bending back- 
ward in favor of the criminal, especially the 
hardened, habitual criminal, will most surely, 
open the way for the marketing of guns and 
ammunition across state lines. . It will be 
called “Black Marketing” and again becomes 
a “business enterprise” for well-heeled, calcu- 
lating, well-dressed criminals, One may well 
expect that a goodly portion of tomorrow’s 
law-abiding citizens will do their part in 
frustrating the inter-state traffic controls, 
and all the other controls, built into the Gun 
Control Act of 1968, with the same vim and 
vigor of their law-abiding grandparents 
when they, in their time, circumvented the 
unpopular and since repealed Volstead Act of 
1917. 


(4) How do the regulations “provide sup- 
port to Federal, State, and local law enforce- 
ment officials in their fight against crime 
and violence?” ANSWER: Article IV, Sec. 4, 
of the Constitution of the United States says 
that the Federal Government shall protect 
each of the States “against domestic vio- 
lence” but only on “application of the legisla- 
ture, or of the (State) executive when the 
legislature cannot be convened.’ It is impor- 
tant, very important, that all Americans 
clearly understand that the Federal Govern- 
ment is explicitly forbidden by the Constitu- 
tion of the United States from furnishing sup- 
port to State and local law enforcement of- 
ficials without first being asked to do so by 
the State Legislature or the Governor. It 
therefore appears that the Congress has used 
very loose and paternalistic language in Sec. 
301 by declaring that the purpose of the fed- 
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The hottest commodity on the market may 
soon become stolen , . . registered guns. 
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eral law is to provide support “to State and 
local law enforcing officials.’ (See para. 
2.b pg. 2). Additionally it may be said that 
the Congress has deliberately sought to en- 
courage “State and local political subdi- 
visions,” meaning the law enforcement agen- 
cies of the State and counties, to become de- 
pendent upon the Federal Government by re- 
questing the United States Secretary of the. 
Treasury for information “with respect to the 
identification of persons within such State or 
political subdivision thereof, whọ have pur- 
chased or received firearms or ammunition 

together with a description of such firearms 
or ammunition.” (See para. 923. (g) PL. 
90-618, or, para. 178.25, pg. 18559, Federal 

Register, Vol. 33, No. 243, 14 Dec. ’68). It 

must be noted that the foregoing encourage- 

ment of Federal-local police co-operation has- 
nothing whatever to do with the long stand- 


ing mutual cooperation of all police agencies _ i 


i tirai apprehensions. Instead, it is an 
ement for mutual co-operation in 
the harassment, if not an outright invasion of- 

the privacy, of the law-abiding Í 








Nation. After all, whose 
Nic rifles 





